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TORRUELLA, Circuit Judge. Appellant David WI son sued

various officialsincharge of NewHanpshire's nental health system
all eging constitutional and statutory violations relating to the
aut hority of his court-appoi nted guardi an to approve the adm ni stration
of anti-psychotic drugs without WIlson's consent. On a notion for
sunmary judgnent, the district court dism ssedthe suit for | ack of
subj ect matter jurisdiction, citingthe Rooker-Fel dman doctrine. W
affirm
BACKGROUND

David W1 son suffers fromnmental illness which has been
di agnosed as, anong other things, paranoid schizophrenia. On
February 6, 1997, follow ng anincident inwhichWIson apparently
t hr eat ened a nei ghbor with a | oaded gun, the Merri nmack County Probate
Court of New Hanpshire ordered Wl sonto beinvoluntarily confinedto
New Hanpshire Hospital for up to three years. Wile under such
confinenment, the State petitionedthe Bel knap County Probate Court to
appoi nt a guardian for Wl son, dueprimarily toWIlson'srefusal to
take the anti-psychotic nmedication Hal dol as recomended by his
psychiatrists. Among the responsibilities sought to be assuned by t he
guardi an were decisionsrelatingto Wl son's |ivingarrangenents and
medi cal treatnment options. The probate court granted this request on

May 19, 1997. 1n re Guardianship of David Wl son, No. 1997-0171

(order) [hereinafter Guardianship 1].
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On March 20, 1997, Wlson filed apro se conplaint inthe
federal court in NewHanpshire seekinginjunctiverelief and nonetary
damages. The crux of his charge was t hat the forced adm ni strati on of
anti-psychotic nedication violated his constitutional rights. The
magi strate judge assignedto reviewW ]| son's conpl ai nt di sm ssed nost
of the cl ai ns except for those al | eged under t he Ei ght h and Fourteenth
Amendnent s.

On Novenber 10, 1997, W1 son was conditional |y di scharged
f romNew Hanmpshi re Hospital. This discharge has since been revoked
several tinmes dueto refusal of nedication, depression, and sui ci dal
i deation, resultinginadm ssions to either NewHanpshire Hospital or
Cypress Center. Because of Wl son's continued refusal totake anti -
psychotic medication, his guardian has approved the forced
adm ni stration of Haldol to WIson.

On Decenber 23, 1997, WlsonfiledaPetitionto Term nate
Guar di anshi p i n Bel knap County Probate Court pursuant to N. H Rev.
Stat. Ann. §464-A:3911. Concurrently, hefiledan Assented to Mti on
to Stay Proceedings in the federal district court pending a
determ nationonthe notionto term nate the guardi anship. On June 8,
1998, the probate court denied WIlson's Petition to Term nate
Guar di anshi p, finding, beyond a reasonabl e doubt, that:

(a) David W1 son continues to beincapacitated.

(b) Guardianship is necessary as a neans of
providing for the ward's continuing care,
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supervi sion and rehabilitation. (c) There are no
avai l able alternative resources which are
suitable with respect to the ward's wel fare,
safety and rehabilitation. (d) Guardianshipis
appropriate as the | east restrictive form of
i ntervention consistent with the preservati on of
the ward's civil rights and |iberties.

In re Guardianship of David W1son, No. 1997-0171 at 2 (order)

[hereinafter Guardi anshipll]. Inaddition, the court heldthat WIson

continued to be i ncapabl e of exercising the rights that had been
assigned to the guardian in the initial determ nation. As such,
W I son' s guardi an retai ned the aut hority to nmake deci si ons regardi ng
hi s medi cal treatnent, includingthe adm nistration of anti-psychotic
nmedi cati on. W/ son's notice of appeal to the NewHanpshire Suprene
Court was denied on January 29, 1999,

Subsequent to t he second guardi anshi p determ nati on, the
voluntary stay was lifted fromthe federal | awsuit, and Wl son filed an
amended conpl ai nt nam ng as def endants: Donal d Shurmway, in his official
capacity as the Comm ssi oner of the New Hanpshire Departnent of Health
and Human Servi ces, Paul Gorman, in his official capacity as Director
of the Division of Behavioral Heal th Servi ces, and Chester Batchel der,
inhisofficial capacity as Superintendent of NewHanpshire Hospital.
The cl ai ns wer e brought pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and t he Aneri cans
with Disabilities Act ("ADA"), 42 U.S.C. § 12132et seq., and i nvoked
Wl son's rights under the First, Fourth, Fifth, Ei ghth, Ninth, and

Fourteenth Amendnents to the United States Constitution.
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More specifically, WIson alleged that the forcible
adm ni stration of anti-psychotic nmedication: (1) violated hisright to
personal privacy and bodily integrity; (2) violated his right to
freedom of speech and association; (3) violated his right to
substanti ve due process; (4) deprived hi mof his ability to nake an
i nformed j udgnent regardi ng anti - psychoti c nedi cati on based on hi s
nmental illness, thus not affordi ng hi mthe benefit of NewHanpshire
law, inviolationof the ADA; and (5) violated his right to procedural
due process i n not giving himnotice and a hearing prior tothe forced
nmedi cati on. W/ son requested a prelimnary and permanent i njunction
preventing t he def endants fromforcibly nmedi cati ng hi munl ess a seri ous
and i nmedi at e physi cal threat to hinself or ot hers existed, ajudgnent
decl ari ng t hat defendants' actions viol ated the above enunerat ed
constitutional rights and the ADA, attorneys fees, and any ot her
appropriate relief.

The district court dism ssed Wl son's case, hol dingthat,
under t he Rooker - Fel dman doctrine,!the federal court | acked subj ect
matter jurisdictiontoruleonthe substance of his clains. WIsonv.
Shumwvay, No. Gv. 97-099-B, 2000 W. 1499469 (D. N. H. May 8, 2000) (nem
and order). The district court characterized Wl son's federal action

as an "attenpt[] to appeal adverserulingsinthe state guardi anship

1 Afull explanation of the Rooker-Fel dman doctrine will be provided
in the Discussion section of this Opinion.
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proceedi ngs.” 1d. at *1. Exam ning the proceedinginthe probate
court, the district court noted that WI son had asked t he probate court
to determ ne whether vesting the decisionnmaki ng power regarding
medi cation in a guardi an viol ated Wl son's rights under the First
Amendrent , t he Equal Protection C ause, and the ADA. Thus, "W/ son's
primary argument i nthe probate court was that the guardi anshi p deni ed
hi mhis rights under the Constitution and the ADAto refuse anti -
psychotic nmedication.” 1d. at *2. Thedistrict court went onto find
that the clains that had been asserted in the federal case were
"inextricably intertwined" with those that were litigated in the
guar di anshi p proceedi ng, because a favorabl e deci si on woul d require t he
district court to conclude that the probate court had erredinits
opinion. 1d. Citing First Circuit precedent, the district court
further hel d that the Rooker-Fel dman doctrine appliesto 42 U. S.C.
§ 1983 cl ai ns.

DI SCUSSI ON

Qur review of a dism ssal for |lack of subject matter

jurisdiction isdenovo. Corrada-Betances v. Sea-Land Serv., Inc., 248

F.3d 40, 44 (1st Cir. 2001).
A. Rooker - Fel dnman Doctri ne
The Rooker - Fel dnman doctrine takes its nane fromtwo Suprene

Court cases: Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U. S. 413 (1923), and,

si x decades |l ater, District of Col unbi a Court of Appeal s v. Fel dnan,
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460 U. S. 462 (1983). In Rooker, the Court was asked to declare a
j udgnment of the I ndiana state courts null and voi d as a vi ol ati on of
t he Contract, Due Process, and Equal Protection C auses of the United
States Constitution. The Court affirmed the district court's
concl usion that jurisdictionwas |acking, stating that: "Under the
| egi sl ation of Congress, no court of the United States other thanthis
court could entertainaproceedingtoreverse or nodify t he judgnent
[of astate court] for errors of that character."” Rooker, 263 U.S. at
416.

The Fel dman case expanded i n sone si gni fi cant ways upon t he
rel ati vely non-controversial principlethat only the Suprene Court has
jurisdictionto reviewdecisions of state courts. The plaintiffs, Marc
Fel dman and Edward Hi ckey, Jr., had both sought adm ssion to the
Di strict of Colunbiabar. FEeldman, 460 U. S. at 465, 471. Standingin
t heir way was an adm ssions rul e requiring applicants to have graduat ed
froman ABA- approved | aw school, id. at 464; Fel dman had pur sued an
apprenticeshi p-type programwith a practicing attorney inVirginia, id.
at 465, whil e Hi ckey had attended a non-accredited | awschool, id. at
470. After bei ng deni ed adm ssion by the Conm ttee on Adm ssi ons of
the District of Col unbi a Bar, Fel dnman petitioned for a wai ver of the
requi renment tothe District of Col unbi a Court of Appeals. 1d. at 465-
66. Hickey al so petitioned for awaiver. 1d. at 471. Both requests

were denied in per curiam orders. ld. at 468, 472.
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Fel dman and Hi ckey thenfiled suit infederal district court
chal l enging the denials of their waiver petitions and the
constitutionality of the adm ssionrule. 1d. The district court
di sm ssed the conplaint, holding that it |acked subject matter
jurisdiction. The Court of Appeals for the District of Colunbia

Circuit reversed, Fel dman v. Gardner, 661 F. 2d 1295 (D.C. G r. 1981),

and appeal followed to the Supreme Court.

After making a prelimnary determ nationthat the District
of Col umbi a Court of Appeal s' deni al s of the waiver petitions were
judicial proceedings,? Fel dman, 460 U. S. at 479, the Supremre Court held
that the district court lacked jurisdictiontoreviewissues that were
ei ther resol ved by t he wai ver deci sions or "inextricably intertw ned"
with those issues that were decided:

If the constitutional clains presented to a

United States District Court are inextricably

intertwnedwththe state court's denial ina

judicial proceedingof aparticular plaintiff's

application for adm ssiontothe state bar, then

the District Court is in essence being called

upontoreviewthe state court decision. This

the District Court may not do.
|d. at 482 & n.16. On the other hand, the district court did have

subj ect matter jurisdictionover the general constitutional chall enge

2 The Court held that the proceeding was judicial, rather than
adm ni strative or mnisterial, reversingthe concl usion of the D.C
Circuit that the deni al s of wai ver were not judicial innature. Since
thereis noclaimthat the probate court determ nati on was anyt hi ng but
a judicial proceeding, we treat it as such in this appeal.
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to the bar adm ssion rule, provided that no review of Fel dnman or
Hi ckey' s i ndi vi dual denials resulted. |d. at 486. The Suprene Court
remanded t he case for a determ nati on onthe nerits ontheissue of
whet her the requirenment that Bar nmenbers have degrees fromABA- approved
school s was unconstitutional. |d. at 487-88.

Fol | owi ng t he paranet ers of t he Rooker - Fel dnman doctri ne as
articul ated by the Suprene Court andthis circuit,®we proceedtothe
question of whether Wlson's federal clains are "inextricably
intertwi ned" with those of the state probate court proceeding, or if
any general chal |l enges t o New Hanpshi re' s guardi anshi p | aws have been
present ed.

B. Deconstructing WIson's Federal Lawsuit

Not surprisingly, WIson characterizes his federal clains as
i nvol ving general constitutional challenges to New Hanpshire's
procedure for permtting a guardi an to authorize the involuntary
adm ni stration of anti-psychotic drugs to a ward. First, WIson
enphasi zes that he i s not contesting the appoi nt nent of a guardi an by
t he probate court. Instead, he argues that the current statutory

scheme relating toinvoluntary nedi cation | acks constitutionally-

3 E.g., Sheehan v. Marr, 207 F. 3d 35, 39-40 (1st Cir. 2000) (finding
adj udi cation of appellant's federal ADAsuit not barred by prior state
involuntary retirenent proceeding); Hill v. Town of Conway, 193 F. 3d
33, 39-40 (1st Cir. 1999) (affirmng |lack of subject matter
jurisdiction); Schneider v. Col egi o de Abogados de P.R., 917 F. 2d 620,
628-29 (1st Cir. 1990) (affirmng jurisdiction over a "general”
constitutional challengeto astatutory requirenment of bar menbership).
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guar ant eed procedural due process nechani sns. Specifically, WIson
cl ai ms that before arecomendation that a ward be forcibly nmedi cat ed
can be submtted to a guardi an for authorization, awardis entitled
to: (1) notice that such areconmendationw || be nade, with | egal and
factual reasons for the recomrendation explicitly provided; (2) notice
of aright toahearing before aninpartial arbiter in whichthe need
for medi cati on nust be proven beyond a reasonabl e doubt; and (3) notice
of the right to be represented by counsel at that hearing.

Appel | ees, incontrast, interpret Wlson's federal conpl ai nt
as nothing nore than athinly-veil ed attack on t he state guardi anship
proceedi ng. Because Wl son's federal conpl aint focuses on forcible
medi cation as appliedto him and seeks personal, rather than general,
relief, appell ees charge that Wl son's cl ai mof a "general " chal | enge
ismerely an attenpt to avoi d t he Rooker - Fel dman bar to jurisdiction.
Fi nal |y, appel | ees argue that the i njury WI son conpl ai ns of woul d not
exi st if not for the probate court's determ nati on that guardi anship
was appropri ate. H s federal case, then, seeks to undo the
consequences of the state court judgnment, and such jurisdictionis
prohi bited under Rooker-Fel dman.

After review ng the argunents of both sides, as well as
W | son' s anended conpl ai nt, we concl ude that the district court was
correct indismssing Wlson's conplaint for | ack of jurisdiction. In

so hol di ng, we are unpersuaded by W1l son's cl ai mthat he has nount ed a
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general constitutional challengetothe NewHanpshire provisions for
aut hori zing theinvoluntary adm ni strati on of anti-psychotic drugs. W
turnfirst tothe non-procedural clains allegedinWIson's conplaint,
and then proceed to his primary appellate argunent.

Most of the clains assertedinWIson's federal |awsuit are
obvi ously barred by t he Rooker - Fel dman princi pl e t hat | ower federal
courts lack jurisdictionto reviewdecisions of the state courts.
Wlsoninplicitly concedes as much by not addressing themin his brief
tothis Court. Anong the "disputedissues of | aw' submttedtothe
probate court in Wlson's pre-trial statenent were "[w het her an order
of guardi anship which denies M. WIlson his right to refuse
psychot ropi ¢ nedi cati on di scrimnates against him. . . contrary tothe

Americans with Disabilities Act," and "viol ates the Fi rst Arendnent,
and t he Equal Protection and Due Process Cl ause of the Fourteenth
Amendnment . " These argunents presented to the state probate court
essentially mrror those madein Wl son's federal anended conpl ai nt.
The district court thus properly refrained fromdeci di ng whet her t he
forcible admnistration of drugsto W1 son viol ates the Constitution
and/ or the ADA, because retaining jurisdictionwuld have put the

district court in the position of reviewing the probate court's

decision. See, e.qg., Wng v. N.H Bd. of ReqgistrationinMd., 55 F. 3d

698, 703 (1st Cir. 1995).
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Turning to the mai n argunent that WI son asserts on appeal :
that his federal suit includes a general allegationthat awardis
constitutionally guaranteed certain notice and procedures, we exam ne
Wl son's anended conplaint to determ ne whether a general
constitutional chall enge arguably not barred by Rooker - Fel dman was

actual |y made. See Patnon v. M ch. Sup. C., 224 F. 3d 504, 510 (6th

Cir. 2000); Stern v. Nix, 840 F. 2d 208, 212 (3d Cir. 1988). To open

hi s conpl aint, Wl son states that the purpose of hislawsuit is "to
enj oin the adm ni stration of psychotropic or other nmood altering
medi cations against his will," and that forcinghimto take those drugs
violates his rights under the Constitution. As for the specific
procedural due process violation claim W]Ison again couches his

al |l egations in personal and i ndividual terns. See Pat non, 224 F. 3d at

510. The substance of WIlson's clains reference the personal
ci rcunst ances of his case, that given his ability to nake an i nf or ned
choi ce about whether or not to consent to nedication, forcible

adm ni strationviolates his constitutional rights. See Misslewhite v.

State Bar of Tex., 32 F.3d 942, 947 (5th Cr. 1994). Simlarly, all of
the relief sought woul d only i npact Wl son individually: aninjunction
preventing t he def endants fromforci bly nedi cati ng hi mand a j udgnent
decl aring that defendants' acts violated Wl son's constitutional rights

and his rights as guaranteed by the ADA. Finally, any referencetothe
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al | egedl y of fendi ng New Hanmpshire regul ati onis whol |y absent from

Wl son's conplaint. See Patnon, 224 F.3d at 510.

"Thi s i s about substance, not about form" Misslewhite, 32

F.3d at 947. It is fairly obvious that Wl son's argunents to this
Court and in his appellate brief represent an attenpt to carve a
general constitutional chall enge out of his federal |awsuit in order to
escape the jurisdictional bar of Rooker-Feldnman. Cf. Stern, 840 F. 2d
at 212-13 ("as the proceedi ngs conti nued, the veneer of the ' general
chal | enge' becane i ncreasingly thin"). WIson has not brought any such
general chall enge to t he New Hanpshire policies and practi ces governi ng
i nvol untary adm ni stration of anti-psychotic nedi cati on, but instead
seeks only to remedy his current guardi anshi p situation. See Patnon,
224 F. 3d at 510. This i ssue has been consi dered and resolvedinthe
New Hanpshire court system and cannot be re-litigated here.
C. 42 U S.C. § 1983

W/ son cl ai ns that t he Rooker - Fel dman doct ri ne shoul d not be
appl i ed to cases brought under 42 U. S. C. § 1983. Wil e acknow edgi ng
that this circuit has dism ssed 8§ 1983 suits pursuant to Rooker-
Fel dman, Wang, 55 F.3d at 703, W/l son urges us to overrule this
precedent for the reason that 8§ 1983 has its own jurisdictional
provi sion granting original jurisdiction to the federal district

courts. 28 U.S.C 8§ 1343(a)(3). W are not persuaded by thi s ar gunent
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and declinetoreverse our prior determ nation that the Rooker-Fel dnan
doctrine is applicable to cases brought under 42 U. S.C. § 1983.

CONCLUSI ON

The deci sion of thedistrict court dism ssingthe case for
| ack of federal court jurisdictionbased onthe Rooker-Fel dnman doctri ne

is affirnmed.
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